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57 ABSTRACT

A computer-implemented method, in accordance with one
aspect of the present invention, includes collecting data
existing in a development system that relates to the code
change request, in response to receiving a code change
request to merge new code with existing code. Factors from
the collected data are computed for assessing a risk of
promoting the new code, the factors including at least: a
developer information factor, a developer availability factor,
and an environment health analysis factor. The factors are
processed to compute a confidence score for the code change
request. If the confidence score is in a first predefined range,
the new code corresponding to the code change request is
promoted for merging with the existing code, without human
intervention. If the confidence score is in a second pre-
defined range, an indication that human intervention is
needed before promoting the code is output.
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(. - )
in response to receiving a code change request

to merge new code with existing code, collect
Y data existing in a development system that
relates to the code change request and/or the

new code
\_ J

l

compute factors from the collected data for
assessing a risk of promoting the new code, the
factors including at least: a developer information
404 Va factor characterizing the developer, a developer
availability factor characterizing an availability of

the developer, and an environment health
analysis factor characterizing a health of a
production environment of the existing code

l

406 process the factors to compute a confidence
score for the code change request

in response to the confidence score being in a

408 first predefined range, promote the new code

corresponding to the code change request for
merging with the existing code

l

output an indication that human intervention is
410 needed before promoting the new code, in
response to the confidence score being in a
second predefined range

402

s

\

FIG. 4
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CODE CHANGE REQUEST MANAGEMENT
AND HUMAN GATE FREE DEPLOYMENT
BASED ON DATA COLLECTED FROM A
DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM

BACKGROUND

The present invention relates to code change request
management, and more specifically, this invention relates to
enabling human gate free promotion of new code corre-
sponding to a code change request based on analysis of data
collected from a development system.

Software and firmware are ubiquitous in today’s society.
However, issues sometimes arise, whereby supplemental
and/or replacement code is merged with the existing code of
the software or firmware to change the existing code in some
way that resolves the issue.

Production deployment of code to resolve a software or
firmware issue currently must go through multiple stages,
lengthy approvals, and manual gatekeeping prior to deploy-
ment of the code that will resolve the issue.

In a typical workflow, a developer prepares the new code
that will resolve the issue, and after unit testing, the code is
pushed to the code base. A quality assurance team runs a
regression suite, and manual testing as applicable, prior to
approving the changes effected by the new code. After the
quality assurance team approves the changes, a development
team, which acts as the gatekeeper before production,
reviews the new code. Such review often includes meetings
to allow collaboration between members of the team,
answering of questions, and time for all necessary parties to
provide their input. Once the development team approves
the new code, the new code is promoted to the production
environment, where it is deployed to the target software or
firmware. Overall, this procedure is time consuming and
requires much manual effort. The resultant long delay
between new code generation and actual deployment thereof
is known to cause increased turnaround time for critical bug
fixes, often results in capital loss, and other problems known
in the art.

While gatekeeping is important to any development envi-
ronment in terms of quality assurance, there is a need to
reduce or eliminate the inherent delay associated with
human gatekeeping.

SUMMARY

A computer-implemented method, in accordance with one
aspect of the present invention, includes collecting data
existing in a development system that relates to the code
change request, in response to receiving a code change
request to merge new code with existing code. Factors from
the collected data are computed for assessing a risk of
promoting the new code, the factors including at least: a
developer information factor characterizing the developer of
the new code, a developer availability factor characterizing
an availability of the developer, and an environment health
analysis factor characterizing a health of a production envi-
ronment of the existing code. The factors are processed to
compute a confidence score for the code change request. In
response to the confidence score being in a first predefined
range, the new code corresponding to the code change
request is promoted for merging with the existing code,
without human intervention. An indication that human inter-
vention is needed before promoting the new code is output
in response to the confidence score being in a second
predefined range.
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The foregoing method significantly reduces the time
between submitting a code change request and promotion of
the new code for deployment. For example, by leveraging
intelligence derived from within the development system,
the human gatekeeping process can be eliminated for some
code change requests based on a high confidence score.
Accordingly, the inherent delays of such human gatekeeping
process are avoided. In other cases where the confidence
score is lower because the risks are higher, the normal
process can be used, e.g., a production team performs a
gatekeeping process to assess the new code prior to promo-
tion.

In one approach, in response to deciding to promote the
new code, a timing for promoting the new code is selected
based at least in part on data corresponding to the developer
availability factor and the environment health analysis fac-
tor. Thus, in various aspects, not only is the code quality
assessed, but the best recommended maintenance window to
promote the code is determined, based at least in part on the
health of the system and developer availability.

In further approaches, the collected data includes data
corresponding to a previous code change request. This
historical data can be used to influence promotion of the
present new code. This learning and loopback preferably
continues for all new code change request, and all the new
code change requests get influenced by the previous history
along with newly computed factors, thereby improving the
accuracy of the confidence score.

In further approaches, the new code is promoted to only
one particular geographical area for a predetermined period
of time before promotion to other geographical areas. This
way, in case the new code causes any issues after deploy-
ment, promotion of the new code to the other geographical
areas can be suspended.

In preferred approaches, the factors include labeled data.
A filter gate is used to filter out items of the labeled data that
have a label indicating the item has no impact on the
confidence score prior to computing the confidence score.
This reduces the processing required when computing the
confidence score, thereby reducing resource usage and mak-
ing the overall computer system operate more efficiently.

A computer program product, in accordance with another
aspect of the present invention, includes a computer readable
storage medium having program instructions embodied
therewith. The program instructions are executable by a
computer to cause the computer to perform the foregoing
method.

A system, in accordance with yet another aspect of the
present invention, includes a hardware processor and logic
integrated with the processor, executable by the processor,
or integrated with and executable by the processor. The logic
is configured to perform the foregoing method.

A computer-implemented method, in accordance with yet
another aspect of the present invention, includes collecting
data existing in a development system that relates to the code
change request, in response to receiving a code change
request to merge new code with existing code. Factors from
the collected data are computed for assessing a risk of
promoting the new code, the factors including at least: a
developer information factor characterizing a developer of
the new code, a developer availability factor characterizing
an availability of the developer, and an environment health
analysis factor characterizing a health of a production envi-
ronment of the existing code. The factors include labeled
data. Items of the labeled data that have a label indicating the
item has no impact on a confidence score are filtered out
prior to computing the confidence score. The factors are
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processed to compute the confidence score for the code
change request. In response to the confidence score being in
a first predefined range, a decision is made to promote the
new code. In response to deciding to promote the new code,
a timing for promoting the new code is selected based at
least in part on data corresponding to the developer avail-
ability factor and the environment health analysis factor. The
new code corresponding to the code change request is
promoted according to the selected timing for merging with
the existing code, in response to selecting the timing to
promote the new code. Moreover, the new code is promoted
to only one particular geographical area for a predetermined
period of time before promotion to other geographical areas.
If the confidence score is in a second predefined range, an
indication that human intervention is needed before promot-
ing the new code is output in response to the confidence
score being in the second predefined range.

This method provides many of the same benefits pre-
sented above, including allowing suspension of promotion
of the new code to the other geographical areas can be
suspended if issues after the first deployment of the new
code are detected. Moreover, the filtering reduces the pro-
cessing required when computing the confidence score,
thereby reducing resource usage and making the computer
system operate more efficiently.

A computer program product, in accordance with another
aspect of the present invention, includes a computer readable
storage medium having program instructions embodied
therewith. The program instructions are executable by a
computer to cause the computer to perform the foregoing
method.

Other aspects of the present invention will become appar-
ent from the following detailed description, which, when
taken in conjunction with the drawings, illustrate by way of
example the principles of the invention.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 is a diagram of a network architecture, in accor-
dance with one aspect of the present invention.

FIG. 2 is a diagram of a representative hardware envi-
ronment that may be associated with the servers and/or
clients of FIG. 1, in accordance with one aspect of the
present invention.

FIG. 3 is a diagram of a system for deploying new code,
in accordance with one aspect of the present invention.

FIG. 4 is a flowchart of a method, in accordance with one
aspect of the present invention.

FIG. 5 is a diagram of an architecture for providing
human gate free promotion of new code corresponding to a
code change request based on analysis of data collected from
a development system, in accordance with one aspect of the
present invention.

FIG. 6 is a graphical depiction of a table of an illustrative
test case correlating four different developers who have
submitted a code change request, the factors resulting from
analysis of the data relevant to each submission, and the
results.

FIG. 7 is a graphical representation of an architecture for
a preproduction process upon encountering an issue, in
accordance with an exemplary aspect of the present inven-
tion.

FIG. 8 is a table listing the correlation between each of the
buckets in FIG. 7, the actors in FIG. 7, and an impact score
determined for each of the actors based on the attributes
(data) collected in each bucket.
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FIG. 9 is a graphical depiction of an example of how a
module may label data that is stored in a bucket, for filtering
that data before being sent to the filter gate of FIG. 7

FIG. 10 is a graphical depiction providing further details
about exemplary operation of the filter gate and main gate of
FIG. 7.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

The following description is made for the purpose of
illustrating the general principles of the present invention
and is not meant to limit the inventive concepts claimed
herein. Further, particular features described herein can be
used in combination with other described features in each of
the various possible combinations and permutations.

Unless otherwise specifically defined herein, all terms are
to be given their broadest possible interpretation including
meanings implied from the specification as well as meanings
understood by those skilled in the art and/or as defined in
dictionaries, treatises, etc.

It must also be noted that, as used in the specification and
the appended claims, the singular forms “a,” “an” and “the”
include plural referents unless otherwise specified. It will be
further understood that the terms “comprises” and/or “com-
prising,” when used in this specification, specify the pres-
ence of stated features, integers, steps, operations, elements,
and/or components, but do not preclude the presence or
addition of one or more other features, integers, steps,
operations, elements, components, and/or groups thereof.

The following description discloses several preferred
aspects of a system, method, and computer program product
for enabling human gate free promotion of new code cor-
responding to a code change request based on analysis of
data within a development system.

In one general aspect, a computer-implemented method
includes collecting data existing in a development system
that relates to the code change request, in response to
receiving a code change request to merge new code with
existing code. Factors from the collected data are computed
for assessing a risk of promoting the new code, the factors
including at least: a developer information factor character-
izing the developer of the new code, a developer availability
factor characterizing an availability of the developer, and an
environment health analysis factor characterizing a health of
a production environment of the existing code. The factors
are processed to compute a confidence score for the code
change request. In response to the confidence score being in
a first predefined range, the new code corresponding to the
code change request is promoted for merging with the
existing code, without human intervention. An indication
that human intervention is needed before promoting the new
code is output in response to the confidence score being in
a second predefined range.

In another general aspect, a computer program product
includes a computer readable storage medium having pro-
gram instructions embodied therewith. The program instruc-
tions are executable by a computer to cause the computer to
perform the foregoing method.

In another general aspect, a system includes a hardware
processor and logic integrated with the processor, executable
by the processor, or integrated with and executable by the
processor. The logic is configured to perform the foregoing
method.

FIG. 1 illustrates an architecture 100, in accordance with
one aspect. As shown in FIG. 1, a plurality of remote
networks 102 are provided including a first remote network
104 and a second remote network 106. A gateway 101 may
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be coupled between the remote networks 102 and a proxi-
mate network 108. In the context of the present architecture
100, the networks 104, 106 may each take any form includ-
ing, but not limited to a local area network (LAN), a wide
area network (WAN) such as the Internet, public switched
telephone network (PSTN), internal telephone network, etc.

In use, the gateway 101 serves as an entrance point from
the remote networks 102 to the proximate network 108. As
such, the gateway 101 may function as a router, which is
capable of directing a given packet of data that arrives at the
gateway 101, and a switch, which furnishes the actual path
in and out of the gateway 101 for a given packet.

Further included is at least one data server 114 coupled to
the proximate network 108, and which is accessible from the
remote networks 102 via the gateway 101. It should be noted
that the data server(s) 114 may include any type of com-
puting device/groupware. Coupled to each data server 114 is
a plurality of user devices 116. User devices 116 may also
be connected directly through one of the networks 104, 106,
108. Such user devices 116 may include a desktop computer,
lap-top computer, hand-held computer, printer or any other
type of logic. It should be noted that a user device 111 may
also be directly coupled to any of the networks, in one
aspect.

A peripheral 120 or series of peripherals 120, e.g., fac-
simile machines, printers, networked and/or local storage
units or systems, etc., may be coupled to one or more of the
networks 104, 106, 108. It should be noted that databases
and/or additional components may be utilized with, or
integrated into, any type of network element coupled to the
networks 104, 106, 108. In the context of the present
description, a network element may refer to any component
of a network.

According to some approaches, methods and systems
described herein may be implemented with and/or on virtual
systems and/or systems which emulate one or more other
systems, such as a UNIX® system which emulates an IBM®
7/OS® environment (IBM and all IBM-based trademarks
and logos are trademarks or registered trademarks of Inter-
national Business Machines Corporation and/or its affili-
ates), a UNIX® system which virtually hosts a known
operating system environment, an operating system which
emulates an IBM® z/OS® environment, etc. This virtual-
ization and/or emulation may be enhanced through the use
of VMware® software, in some approaches.

In more approaches, one or more networks 104, 106, 108,
may represent a cluster of systems commonly referred to as
a “cloud.” In cloud computing, shared resources, such as
processing power, peripherals, software, data, servers, etc.,
are provided to any system in the cloud in an on-demand
relationship, thereby allowing access and distribution of
services across many computing systems. Cloud computing
typically involves an Internet connection between the sys-
tems operating in the cloud, but other techniques of con-
necting the systems may also be used.

FIG. 2 shows a representative hardware environment
associated with a user device 116 and/or server 114 of FIG.
1, in accordance with one approach. Such figure illustrates
a typical hardware configuration of a workstation having a
central processing unit 210, such as a microprocessor, and a
number of other units interconnected via a system bus 212.

The workstation shown in FIG. 2 includes a Random
Access Memory (RAM) 214, Read Only Memory (ROM)
216, an input/output (1/O) adapter 218 for connecting
peripheral devices such as disk storage units 220 to the bus
212, a user interface adapter 222 for connecting a keyboard
224, a mouse 226, a speaker 228, a microphone 232, and/or
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other user interface devices such as a touch screen and a
digital camera (not shown) to the bus 212, communication
adapter 234 for connecting the workstation to a communi-
cation network 235 (e.g., a data processing network) and a
display adapter 236 for connecting the bus 212 to a display
device 238.

The workstation may have resident thereon an operating
system such as the Microsoft Windows® Operating System
(0S), a macOS®, a UNIX® OS, etc. It will be appreciated
that a preferred approach may also be implemented on
platforms and operating systems other than those mentioned.
A preferred approach may be written using extensible
Markup Language (XML), C, and/or C++ language, or other
programming languages, along with an object-oriented pro-
gramming methodology. Object-oriented programming
(OOP), which has become increasingly used to develop
complex applications, may be used.

The present invention may be a system, a method, and/or
a computer program product at any possible technical detail
level of integration. The computer program product may
include a computer readable storage medium (or media)
having computer readable program instructions thereon for
causing a processor to carry out aspects of the present
invention.

The computer readable storage medium can be a tangible
device that can retain and store instructions for use by an
instruction execution device. The computer readable storage
medium may be, for example, but is not limited to, an
electronic storage device, a magnetic storage device, an
optical storage device, an electromagnetic storage device, a
semiconductor storage device, or any suitable combination
of the foregoing. A non-exhaustive list of more specific
examples of the computer readable storage medium includes
the following: a portable computer diskette, a hard disk, a
random access memory (RAM), a read-only memory
(ROM), an erasable programmable read-only memory
(EPROM or Flash memory), a static random access memory
(SRAM), a portable compact disc read-only memory (CD-
ROM), a digital versatile disk (DVD), a memory stick, a
floppy disk, a mechanically encoded device such as punch-
cards or raised structures in a groove having instructions
recorded thereon, and any suitable combination of the fore-
going. A computer readable storage medium, as used herein,
is not to be construed as being transitory signals per se, such
as radio waves or other freely propagating electromagnetic
waves, electromagnetic waves propagating through a wave-
guide or other transmission media (e.g., light pulses passing
through a fiber-optic cable), or electrical signals transmitted
through a wire.

Computer readable program instructions described herein
can be downloaded to respective computing/processing
devices from a computer readable storage medium or to an
external computer or external storage device via a network,
for example, the Internet, a local area network, a wide area
network and/or a wireless network. The network may com-
prise copper transmission cables, optical transmission fibers,
wireless transmission, routers, firewalls, switches, gateway
computers and/or edge servers. A network adapter card or
network interface in each computing/processing device
receives computer readable program instructions from the
network and forwards the computer readable program
instructions for storage in a computer readable storage
medium within the respective computing/processing device.

Computer readable program instructions for carrying out
operations of the present invention may be assembler
instructions, instruction-set-architecture (ISA) instructions,
machine instructions, machine dependent instructions,
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microcode, firmware instructions, state-setting data, con-
figuration data for integrated circuitry, or either source code
or object code written in any combination of one or more
programming languages, including an object oriented pro-
gramming language such as Smalltalk, C++, or the like, and
procedural programming languages, such as the “C” pro-
gramming language or similar programming languages. The
computer readable program instructions may execute
entirely on the user’s computer, partly on the user’s com-
puter, as a stand-alone software package, partly on the user’s
computer and partly on a remote computer or entirely on the
remote computer or server. In the latter scenario, the remote
computer may be connected to the user’s computer through
any type of network, including a local area network (LAN)
or a wide area network (WAN), or the connection may be
made to an external computer (for example, through the
Internet using an Internet Service Provider). In some
aspects, electronic circuitry including, for example, pro-
grammable logic circuitry, field-programmable gate arrays
(FPGA), or programmable logic arrays (PLA) may execute
the computer readable program instructions by utilizing state
information of the computer readable program instructions
to personalize the electronic circuitry, in order to perform
aspects of the present invention.

Aspects of the present invention are described herein with
reference to flowchart illustrations and/or block diagrams of
methods, apparatus (systems), and computer program prod-
ucts according to embodiments of the invention. It will be
understood that each block of the flowchart illustrations
and/or block diagrams, and combinations of blocks in the
flowchart illustrations and/or block diagrams, can be imple-
mented by computer readable program instructions.

These computer readable program instructions may be
provided to a processor of a computer, or other program-
mable data processing apparatus to produce a machine, such
that the instructions, which execute via the processor of the
computer or other programmable data processing apparatus,
create means for implementing the functions/acts specified
in the flowchart and/or block diagram block or blocks. These
computer readable program instructions may also be stored
in a computer readable storage medium that can direct a
computer, a programmable data processing apparatus, and/
or other devices to function in a particular manner, such that
the computer readable storage medium having instructions
stored therein comprises an article of manufacture including
instructions which implement aspects of the function/act
specified in the flowchart and/or block diagram block or
blocks.

The computer readable program instructions may also be
loaded onto a computer, other programmable data process-
ing apparatus, or other device to cause a series of operational
steps to be performed on the computer, other programmable
apparatus or other device to produce a computer imple-
mented process, such that the instructions which execute on
the computer, other programmable apparatus, or other
device implement the functions/acts specified in the flow-
chart and/or block diagram block or blocks.

The flowchart and block diagrams in the Figures illustrate
the architecture, functionality, and operation of possible
implementations of systems, methods, and computer pro-
gram products according to various embodiments of the
present invention. In this regard, each block in the flowchart
or block diagrams may represent a module, segment, or
portion of instructions, which comprises one or more
executable instructions for implementing the specified logi-
cal function(s). In some alternative implementations, the
functions noted in the blocks may occur out of the order
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noted in the Figures. For example, two blocks shown in
succession may, in fact, be accomplished as one step,
executed concurrently, substantially concurrently, in a par-
tially or wholly temporally overlapping manner, or the
blocks may sometimes be executed in the reverse order,
depending upon the functionality involved. It will also be
noted that each block of the block diagrams and/or flowchart
illustration, and combinations of blocks in the block dia-
grams and/or flowchart illustration, can be implemented by
special purpose hardware-based systems that perform the
specified functions or acts or carry out combinations of
special purpose hardware and computer instructions.

Moreover, a system according to various approaches may
include a processor and logic integrated with and/or execut-
able by the processor, the logic being configured to perform
one or more of the process steps recited herein. The pro-
cessor may be of any configuration as described herein, such
as a discrete processor or a processing circuit that includes
many components such as processing hardware, memory,
1/O interfaces, etc. By integrated with, what is meant is that
the processor has logic embedded therewith as hardware
logic, such as an application specific integrated circuit
(ASIC), a FPGA, etc. By executable by the processor, what
is meant is that the logic is hardware logic; software logic
such as firmware, part of an operating system, part of an
application program; etc., or some combination of hardware
and software logic that is accessible by the processor and
configured to cause the processor to perform some function-
ality upon execution by the processor. Software logic may be
stored on local and/or remote memory of any memory type,
as known in the art. Any processor known in the art may be
used, such as a software processor module and/or a hardware
processor such as an ASIC, a FPGA, a central processing
unit (CPU), an integrated circuit (IC), a graphics processing
unit (GPU), etc.

Software and firmware are deployed on computers, por-
table devices, electronics, etc. Sometimes, it may be desir-
able to merge supplemental and/or replacement code (here-
after, “new code”) with the existing code of the software or
firmware. This may be done to change the existing code in
some way that resolves a problem. In other cases, the new
code may be merged with the existing code to add a feature,
improve an existing feature, etc. The following figure
depicts an illustrative system for deploying new code.

FIG. 3 depicts a system 300 for deploying new code, in
accordance with one aspect of the present invention. As an
option, the present system 300 may be implemented in
conjunction with features from any other aspect listed
herein, such as those described with reference to the other
FIGS. Of course, however, such system 300 and others
presented herein may be used in various applications and/or
in permutations which may or may not be specifically
described in the illustrative aspects listed herein. Further, the
system 300 presented herein may be used in any desired
environment.

As shown, developers A-D 302-308 create new code.

In some aspects, a developer may be defined as a person,
team, entity, etc. that creates the new code. The developer
may perform the coding. In some approaches, the developer
may also perform other tasks such as quality assurance,
automation, etc.

The new code may be submitted via a code change
request, such as a pull request, sometimes also referred to as
a merge request. Each developer 302-308 issues a unique
pull request requesting that the new code be merged into
existing code, such as source code, deployed code, etc. In the
example shown, the new code is to be merged with source
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code stored in a project repository 310. Developer A 302 and
developer C 306 are authorized developers in this example,
e.g., they are listed as authorized developers in a developer
information database 311. Because developer A 302 and
developer C 306 are authorized, their new code is merged
with the source code in the repository and deployed to
production 314 with minimal or no human gatekeeping, in
this example via a continuous integration and continuous
deployment (CI/CD) pipeline 312. Developers A and C may
be determined to be authorized in consideration of factors
such as developer characteristics, e.g., past check-in history,
code review comments, quality of the previous code sub-
missions, etc., as set forth in more detail below.

Note that developer B 304 and developer D 308 are not
authorized developers in the developer information database
311. Because they are not authorized, more scrutiny is
applied to their pull requests.

Rather than requiring that each and every code change
request from developer B 304 and developer D 308 be
processed through a human gatekeeping process, the fol-
lowing description describes a system and associated meth-
odology for determining a confidence score indicating that
the code change request should be approved without human
gatekeeping, or instead should be submitted to human gate-
keeping. The confidence score may be based on knowledge
in the production system pipeline.

In some aspects, the proposed system leverages existing
data within the development system, which in some
approaches does not require any additional datasets, in order
to achieve the objectives set forth herein. The assessment
may begin at any reference point (e.g., submission of an
issue, assignment of the task to the developer, etc.) as part
of the code promotion activity using baseline data and
resulting in a confidence score at various levels, such as
change analysis, developer characteristic analysis, test result
analysis, availability analysis, environment health analysis,
etc.

Now referring to FIG. 4, a flowchart of a method 400 is
shown, according to one aspect of the present invention. The
method 400 may be performed in accordance with the
present invention in any of the environments depicted in the
other FIGS. Of course, more or fewer operations than those
specifically described in FIG. 4 may be included in method
400, as would be understood by one of skill in the art upon
reading the present descriptions.

Each of the steps of the method 400 may be performed by
any suitable component of the operating environment. For
example, in various aspects, the method 400 may be par-
tially or entirely performed by a computer, or some other
device having one or more processors therein. The proces-
sor, e.g., processing circuit(s), chip(s), and/or module(s)
implemented in hardware and/or software, and preferably
having at least one hardware component may be utilized in
any device to perform one or more steps of the method 400.
Iustrative processors include, but are not limited to, a
central processing unit (CPU), an application specific inte-
grated circuit (ASIC), a field programmable gate array
(FPGA), etc., combinations thereof, or any other suitable
computing device known in the art.

As shown in FIG. 4, method 400 may initiate with
operation 402, where, in response to receiving a code change
request to merge new code with existing code, data existing
in a development system that relates to the code change
request and/or the new code is collected. The code change
request may be of any type, such as a pull request. Moreover,
the code change request is typically created by a developer
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that also created the new code, created on behalf of a
developer that created the new code, etc.

The data may be collected from tools running in the
development system, actors associated with the new code
and/or existing code, etc.

In preferred approaches, the collected data includes stored
data corresponding to a previous code change request. Thus,
this historical data can be used to influence promotion of the
present new code. This learning and loopback preferably
continues for all new code change requests, and all the new
code change requests get influenced by the previous history
along with newly computed factors.

In operation 404, factors from the collected data are
computed for assessing a risk of promoting the new code,
the factors including at least: a developer information factor
characterizing the developer, a developer availability factor
characterizing an availability of the developer, and an envi-
ronment health analysis factor characterizing a health of a
production environment of the existing code. The factors
may additionally and/or alternatively include a change
analysis factor characterizing the new code and a type of
change requested in the code change request; a test result
analysis factor characterizing results of regression testing on
the new code; a security scan and compliance analysis factor
characterizing results of a security scan and compliance
analysis indicating a probability that deployment of the new
code would create a security vulnerability and/or a compli-
ance issue, etc.

Any factors that are relevant to computation of the
confidence scoring may be used in various approaches. Such
factors may include factors that would become apparent to
one skilled in the art after reading the present disclosure. The
factors may be as simple as a single indication of pass or fail,
yes or no, etc. See the example below discussed with
reference to FIG. 6. In other approaches, the factors may
include a score reflecting a confidence level provided by the
analysis engine of the module, e.g., a score on the scale of
1 to 100. In yet other approaches, the factors may be more
complex, such as a factor having many components reflect-
ing the underlying data. In yet further approaches, the
factors are normalized before being sent to the Intelligent
Deployment Engine (IDE), or normalized by the IDE 508. In
further approaches, the factors may be labeled data.

In operation 406, the factors are processed to compute a
confidence score for the code change request.

In operation 408, in response to the confidence score
being in a first predefined range corresponding to a high
enough confidence that the new code is ready for deploy-
ment without review by a human gatekeeper, the new code
corresponding to the code change request is promoted for
merging with the existing code.

In operation 410, an indication that human intervention is
needed before promoting the new code is output, e.g., for a
human gatekeeper to determine whether to promote the new
code, in response to the confidence score being in a second
predefined range corresponding to a generally lower confi-
dence that the new code is ready for deployment without
review by a human gatekeeper, e.g., because the confidence
score is not high enough to allow automatic promotion of the
new code without human gatekeeper review. The indication
may be any indication that would become apparent to one
skilled in the art upon reading the present disclosure. For
example, the indication may be a flag, a request for human
intervention, an alert, etc.

The foregoing method significantly reduces the time
between submitting a code change request and promotion of
the new code for deployment. For example, by leveraging



US 12,182,567 B2

11

intelligence derived from within the development system,
the human gatekeeping process can be eliminated for some
code change requests based on a high confidence score.
Accordingly, the inherent delays of such human gatekeeping
process are avoided. In other cases where the confidence
score is lower because the risks are higher, the normal
process can be used, e.g., a production team performs a
gatekeeping process to assess the new code prior to promo-
tion.

Preferably, in response to deciding to promote the new
code, a timing for promoting the new code is selected based
at least in part on data corresponding to the developer
availability factor and the environment health analysis fac-
tor. Thus, in various aspects, not only is the code quality
assessed, but the best recommended maintenance window to
promote the code is determined, based at least in part on the
health of the system and developer availability.

In some approaches, a request is made for human inter-
vention in response to an inability to compute the confidence
score.

In preferred approaches, the new code is promoted to only
one particular geographical area for a predetermined period
of time before promotion to other geographical areas. This
way, in case the new code causes any issues after deploy-
ment, promotion of the new code to the other geographical
areas can be suspended.

FIG. 5 depicts an architecture 500 for providing human
gate free promotion of new code corresponding to a code
change request based on analysis of data collected from a
development system, in accordance with one aspect of the
present invention. As an option, the present architecture 500
may be implemented in conjunction with features from any
other approach listed herein, such as those described with
reference to the other FIGS. Of course, however, such
architecture 500 and others presented herein may be used in
various applications and/or in permutations which may or
may not be specifically described in the illustrative aspects
listed herein. Further, the architecture 500 presented herein
may be used in any desired environment.

At module 502, a confidence score for a developer is
determined. If this is the first code change request (e.g., pull
request) submitted by the developer, the confidence score
may be manually entered. Later, the confidence score for the
developer may be generated by using a trained machine
learning model that takes as input historical information
about the developer from the knowledge repository 504,
such as a previous confidence score for the developer,
previously stored developer characteristic information, etc.
New information about the developer, if available, may also
be considered when determining the developer confidence
score. Preferably, the developer confidence score generation
process becomes fully automated at some point, and allows
for continuous learning and loopback of information.

A code promotion module 506 collects the code change
request and developer-related information (e.g., developer
confidence score), and sends that information to an Intelli-
gent Deployment Engine (IDE) 508. Preferably, the code
promotion module 506 includes a code hosting platform
having functionality for software development and version
control. In a particularly preferred approach, the code host-
ing platform is based on Git, which is a free and open source
distributed version control system.

The IDE 508 performs the overall assessment of relevant
factors and determines a confidence score 510 for the code
change request recommending an automated or a manual
gatekeeping of the code change request to the production
environment. In the example shown, the confidence score
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510 may have one of several different subclassifications
indicating a relative level of confidence that merging the
new code with existing code will be problem free and/or the
risk of merging the new code with existing code. Referring
to FIG. 5, illustrative scores 510 are listed from highest
confidence/lowest risk to lowest confidence/highest risk, as
follows: high confidence, moderate confidence with con-
scious promotion, moderate confidence with manual inter-
vention, and low confidence. The high confidence and
moderate confidence with conscious promotion scores indi-
cate that no manual intervention is needed. The moderate
confidence with manual intervention and low confidence
scores indicate that manual intervention is needed.

Any factors that are relevant to computation of the
confidence scoring may be used in various approaches. Such
factors may include factors that would become apparent to
one skilled in the art after reading the present disclosure. In
the example shown, the factors considered by the IDE 508
include factors provided by a change analysis module 512,
a developer characteristic analysis module 514, a test results
analysis module 516, an availability analysis module 518, a
security scan and compliance analysis module 520, and an
environment health analysis module 522. Each of these
modules 512-522 and the factor information they provide
are described below. Note that some or all of the modules
512-522 may be part of the IDE 510, or may operate
separately from the IDE 510.

Preferably, the modules 512-522 collect data existing in a
development system that relates to the code change request
and/or the new code, and use the data to generate the factors.
While specific types of data underlying the factors, and types
of information corresponding to the factors, are provided in
the examples below, the data collected to create such factors
and the resulting factor information may include any data
and/or factor information that would become apparent to one
skilled in the art after reading the present disclosure.

In some approaches, one or more of the modules may
collect the data according to a policy configuration that
specifies which data to collect. The policy configuration may
initially be created by a human. Preferably, the policy
configuration is updated over time by a machine learning
engine that learns from the collected data over time and
trains itself to update the policy configuration based on
predefined parameters such as successes in merging new
code with existing code. Any process for such machine
learning implementation that would become apparent to one
skilled in the art after reading the present disclosure, may be
used.

Any technique for collecting the data that would become
apparent to one skilled in the art after reading the present
disclosure may be used. In another approach, one or more of
the modules may collect data using keyword processing to
collect the relevant data. In other approaches, the data is
collected by performing natural language processing on
information in the development system.

Preferably, the data is collected by each module according
to the policy configuration. Examples of such information
are provided below in the exemplary approaches.

Moreover, the data collected may include data corre-
sponding to a previous code change request, e.g., as stored
in the knowledge repository 504. Again, such data may be
any type of data that would become apparent to one skilled
in the art after reading the present disclosure, such as any of
the types of data noted below. Thus, this historical data can
be used to influence promotion of the present new code. This
learning and loopback preferably continues for all new code
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change requests, and all the new code change requests get
influenced by the previous history along with new results of
the analyses.

Moreover, some of the data collected may include factors
that were created for a previous code change request and
stored in the knowledge repository 504.

Each module may use a classification system to perform
classification on the data collected thereby according to
predefined attributes. See, e.g., exemplary attributes in FIG.
8.) Classification may be performed by a classifier of any
desired type, such as detection trees, support vector
machine, random forest, linear regression, etc. to dynami-
cally classify the data and generate the factor information.
Preferably, the classification system uses an already-trained
classifier. Known techniques may be used to train the initial
classifier, e.g., using labeled training data corresponding to
the desired outputs. In some approaches, the classification
system receives aggregated data and performs classification.
In other approaches, the classification system receives data
over time, e.g., in real time, periodically, etc.

Any analytics, Artificial Intelligence (Al), and/or
Machine Learning (ML) technique known in the art, but
trained and/or configured according to the teachings herein,
may be used to process the classified data into the factor
information. For example, each module 512-522 may be
deployed in a trained state as a trained Al model. Training
of the Al model, in some approaches, may be performed by
applying a predetermined training data set to learn how to
process the data. Initial training may include reward feed-
back that may, in some approaches, be implemented using a
subject matter expert (SME) that understands how the data
should be processed with respect to the training data. In
another approach, the reward feedback may be implemented
using techniques for training a Bidirectional Encoder Rep-
resentations from Transformers (BERT) model, as would
become apparent to one skilled in the art after reading the
present disclosure. Once a determination is made that the Al
model has achieved a redeemed threshold of accuracy
during this training, a decision that the model is trained and
ready to deploy for use in the associated module is made.

Following is a description of the modules 512-522 shown
in FIG. 5. Note that the modules 512-522 shown in FIG. 5§
are nonexhaustive and nonexclusive; additional and/or alter-
nate types of modules may be used in various approaches.

The change analysis module 512 provides information
about the type of the new code being pushed, what type of
change is requested in the code change request, etc. Exem-
plary factor information includes whether the change is a
small change such as a label change, a Cascading Style
Sheet (CSS) alignment change, etc.; a large change which
involves multiples files, multiple business flows, etc.; a
change which also impacts other applications like common
micro services, common libraries, etc.; and changes which
only involve configuration with no changes in actual func-
tionality or code. Note that a code change request, in various
approaches, may include a request to perform the latter type
of change, i.e., a change that does not change functionality
and/or the existing code itself.

The developer characteristic analysis module 514 pro-
vides factor information related to the developer confidence
score. For example, such information may include whether
the developer is an SME, e.g., an SME for a particular
module; whether the developer is an authorized person to
push the new code; etc. Other information may include the
developer’s past history, e.g., how many defects the devel-
oper has handled previously and the results of the develop-
er’s work; whether and how many review comments have
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been received regarding the developer and/or the develop-
er’s previous new code submissions; how many quality
issues have been raised and/or fixed; how many tickets have
been raised against the checked in code (e.g., existing code
in production); etc. As noted above, if this is the first code
change request being submitted by the developer, the initial
confidence score input at module 502 may be used as the
developer characteristic factor.

The test results analysis module 516 provides information
relating to defect classification and/or triaging to ensure no
stop ship code issues will be reported against the change if
it is delivered. For example, the test results analysis module
516 may run a regression test using the new code for
detecting whether and how many total incidents were raised
during the test. In another approach, the test results analysis
module 516 may receive results of a regression test, e.g.,
from a quality assurance team. The test results analysis
module 516 may classify any incidents to understand how
many critical and high impact incidents are raised. Addi-
tionally, an estimation may be made as to whether the new
code will have a major or moderate impact on the business
workflow.

The availability analysis module 518 provides informa-
tion relating to the speed with which the developer is
expected to react if an issue arises upon deployment of the
new code. For example, the information may include geo-
graphic location-specific information about the developer;
the availability of the developer, e.g., based on calendar
entries and/or work schedule; a time zone in which the
developer is located; present and/or past information about
the developer’s ability and time to react, e.g., based on
developer-provided information, information from the
knowledge repository 504 regarding the developer’s previ-
ous work, etc.; availability of contact information of the
developer; whether a backup developer is available in case
the developer cannot be reached; etc.

The security scan and compliance analysis module 520
provides information resulting from complete security and
compliance scans indicating a probability that deployment
of the new code would introduce a security vulnerability
and/or a compliance issue. The security scan and compliance
analysis module 520 may perform one or both of the scans
in some approaches, and may receive results of the scans in
other approaches. Information provided by the security scan
and compliance analysis module 520 may include whether
and how many total compliance issues were raised during
the scans. The issues and/or vulnerabilities may be classified
to understand how many issues and/or vulnerabilities are
found to be critical and/or high. Additionally, an estimation
may be made as to whether the new code would have an
impact on the business workflow, and if so, the extent of that
impact, e.g., high or moderate.

The environment health analysis module 522 provides
one or more factors relating to whether the production
environment of the existing code is in a healthy enough
status for the deployment. Factor information provided by
the environment health analysis module 522 may reflect
whether there are any critical events pending and yet to be
handled, whether there is an outage in the production
environment, whether there is a critical issue already run-
ning with another team and/or module, etc.

The factors provided by the various modules 512-522 are
used by the IDE 508 to calculate the confidence score 510.

The factors may be as simple as a single indication of pass
or fail, yes or no, etc. See the example discussed below with
reference to FIG. 6. In other approaches, the factors may
include a score reflecting a confidence level provided by the
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analysis engine of the module, e.g., a score on the scale of
1 to 100. In yet other approaches, the factors may be more
complex, such as a factor having many components reflect-
ing the underlying data. In yet further approaches, the
factors are normalized before being sent to the IDE, or
normalized by the IDE 508.

The IDE 508 may compute the confidence score using any
analytics, Artificial Intelligence (Al), and/or Machine Learn-
ing (ML) technique known in the art, but trained and/or
configured according to the teachings herein, may be used to
process the classified data into the factor information. For
example, an Al model of the IDE 508 may be trained and
used in a similar manner as the models described above for
the various modules 512-522.

The confidence score is in turn provided to the deploy-
ment trigger module 524, which may be programmed to
handle the confidence score as follows.

If the confidence score is high, the new code is promoted
for merging with the existing code without further interven-
tion.

If the confidence score is moderate with conscious pro-
motion, the new code is likewise promoted for merging with
the existing code, and an indication of the promotion is
output, e.g., to the development team, due to the possibility
of an issue arising, e.g., an issue that lowered the confidence
score to this tier.

In either case above, the new code is preferably promoted
to a particular geographical area 526 first, for at least a
predetermined period of time, before promotion to other
geographical areas. This way, in case the new code causes
any issues after deployment, promotion of the new code to
the other geographical areas is suspended.

Also preferably, the IDE 508 and/or deployment trigger
524 determines the best maintenance window to promote the
new code, factoring in the health of the development system
and developer availability. Accordingly, the architecture
500, in preferred aspects, does not simply analyze the
quality of the new code, but also determines the most
opportune time to promote the new code.

If the confidence score is moderate with manual interven-
tion needed or low, the new code is not promoted, but rather
manual intervention is requested. The new code is then
preferably submitted for human review, e.g., via a conven-
tional human gatekeeping procedure. If the new code passes
the gatekeeping, it may be promoted.

Preferably, any data collected by the modules, the factors,
and the resulting confidence score are stored in the knowl-
edge repository (unless the data is already stored in the
knowledge repository). Thus, this historical data can be used
to influence promotion of future new codes. This learning
and feedback preferably continues for all new code change
requests, and all subsequent code change requests are influ-
enced by the previous history and newly computed factors.

Any process for storing information that would become
apparent to one skilled in the art after reading the present
disclosure may be used. Likewise, any type of knowledge
repository that would become apparent to one skilled in the
art after reading the present disclosure may be used.

FIG. 6 is a graphical depiction of a table 600 of an
illustrative test case correlating four different developers
who have submitted a code change request, the factors
resulting from analysis of the data relevant to each submis-
sion, and the results. As shown, the factors for each devel-
oper include a scoring, here “Passed” and “Failed.” The IDE
derives a result based on the factor scorings.

As shown, for Developer A, changes will be considered
most authorized with high confidence, because all factors are
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passed, and the associated new code will be promoted
without any manual intervention.

For Developer B, the code change request is scored as
moderate confidence, but with a conscious promotion
because the developer will not be available post deployment,
e.g., because the developer is travelling and would not be
reachable during deployment, etc.

For Developer C, the code change request is scored with
moderate confidence with manual intervention needed.
Deployment of the new code is blocked. This may be, for
example, a result of factors reflecting Failed because the
production server is down resulting in a failed environment
health factor, file changes are above some threshold, mul-
tiples teams are impacted, etc.

The changes proposed by Developer D are considered
least authorized with low confidence, and deployment of the
new code is blocked. Instead, the code change request and
new code must go through manual intervention. Examples
of why the confidence score is low may include that Devel-
oper D has a past code change request with multiple review
comments for bad code practice, test results show high
severity issues, a compliance check is failing, etc.

The factor information and results are preferably stored in
the knowledge repository in association with each Devel-
oper.

Exemplary Use Case

The following description describes a use case for deter-
mining whether a piece of new code can be promoted, e.g.,
to production and/or for deployment for merging with exist-
ing code. Also provided are details about an exemplary
operation of the components of the architecture of FIG. 5.

FIG. 7 depicts a representation of an architecture 700 for
a preproduction process upon encountering an issue, in
accordance with an exemplary aspect of the present inven-
tion. As an option, the present architecture 700 may be
implemented in conjunction with features from any other
application listed herein, such as those described with ref-
erence to the other FIGS. Of course, however, such archi-
tecture 700 and others presented herein may be used in
various applications and/or in permutations which may or
may not be specifically described in the illustrative embodi-
ments listed herein. Further, the architecture 700 presented
herein may be used in any desired environment.

As shown, an issue 702, such as an error or misconfigu-
ration in existing code, is raised. The actors 704 involved in
resolving the issue 702 may include product owners (e.g.,
managers), developers, testers, etc. Exemplary tools 706 that
are used in the development process, and from which data
may be collected include but are not limited to one or more
of: code review tools, testing automation tools, security
compliance standards, external threats, security tools, ser-
vice incident tools, infrastructure events, defects raised by
testing tools, infrastructure health meter, capacity forecast-
ing tools, DevOps tools, automation tools and DevOps
playbooks.

The data from the tools 706, and possibly from the actors
704, are fed into module 708 where the data is sorted into
buckets corresponding to the aforementioned factors.

Referring to FIG. 8, there is shown a table 800 listing the
correlation between each of the buckets in FIG. 7, the actors
704 in FIG. 7, and an impact score determined for each of
the actors based on the data collected according to the
predefined attributes and placed in each bucket. As men-
tioned above, the factors are based on data. In this example,
the attributes define the data collected and placed into each
bucket, and the data itself are the factors. Preferably, the
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number and types of attributes for each factor is sufficient to
result in an accurate factor value.

The attribute data may be updated frequently, e.g., every
minute, every 15 minutes, etc. The attribute data may be
updated upon occurrence of an event, e.g., submission of a
code change request such as a pull request, upon reporting
or detection of an issue, etc.

The specification of each attribute may also specify how
the relevant data is collected. For example, the collection of
data for a particular attribute may be collected a single time,
collected in real time, aggregated, etc. Moreover, the speci-
fication may specify collection of historical data, impactful
data, etc. Referring to the attributes for developer charac-
teristics, the attributes may be specified as shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1
Aggregated Years of experience, check-in count, role, skills
Historical Modules, defects, Pull Requests (PRs), quality of code
Real time Current quality of code, current PR status
Single time Availability of code check-in
Highly Leaves, sevl defects, tools down, connection issue
Impactful

Returning to FIG. 7, assume the issue 702 has been raised,
and needs to be fixed by a developer as soon as possible.
Data is collected from the tools 706 and sorted into the
buckets 710 in module 708, e.g., by modules 512-522, 712.
The collection characteristics for each type of data are also
collected, such as whether the data is aggregated informa-
tion, real time information, one time information, etc.

An illustrative predefined criterion for amplification of
data by each of the modules, presented for demonstration
purposes only, include:

Module 512: Number of critical open code review/build

issues.

Module 516: Is the testing defect bucket empty?

Module 520: Have any security compliance issues been

reported?

Module 514: What is the confidence score of the devel-
oper?

Module 712: Number of open defects, incidents, and
events.

Module 522: How many infrastructure resources are in a

critical or warning state?

Module 518: Has an additional load been reported? How

is the performance of the system?

The buckets 710 are preferably issue amplifier buckets.
For example, if the particular issue is a highly amplifiable
one, then it will immediately move to the filter gate 714 and
then the deployment of the code is decided in the main gate.

The modules corresponding to each bucket 710 preferably
implement machine learning to amplify certain categories of
data based on predefined criteria, such as the severity or
priority of the attribute underlying the data. The categories
in this example are positive, risk based, neutral, and nega-
tive, where positive indicates no detected risk to deployment
of'the new code, risk based indicates possible risk if the new
code is deployed, neutral indicates the possibility of risk if
the new code is deployed is low or unknown, and negative
indicates a high risk of adverse issues if the new code is
deployed. All the amplified issue will be pushed to the filter
gate 714.

The filter gate 714 then uses machine learning techniques
to determine whether the amplification of the data is correct
or not. The outcomes of the analysis by the filter gate 714 in
this example include a positive response, a negative
response, a risk based response and a neutral response.
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If the filter gate 714 determines that the data is neutral,
risk based, or negative, the filter gate 714 may submit that
particular data to the main gate (IDE) 508. If the filter gate
714 determines that data is positive, the filter gate 714 may
stop submission of that particular data to the main gate 508,
e.g., because the positively labeled data would not cause the
main gate 508 to stop deployment of the new code, and
therefore the positive data need not be analyzed by the main
gate 508, in some approaches. This reduces the processing
required by the main gate 508, thereby reducing resource
usage and making the main gate 508 operate more effi-
ciently.

In some approaches, the neutral response may be rechar-
acterized as positive or negative by the filter gate 714, based
on other attributes from the same bucket.

Accordingly, the filter gate 714 performs filtering, so that
the main gate 508 receives the proper information to make
a good decision as to whether the new code can be deployed
to the production environment without human intervention,
e.g., gatekeeping. See element 716.

FIG. 9 describes how one example of how a module may
label data that is stored in a bucket, for filtering that data
before being sent to the filter gate 714. As shown, the
attribute specifications 904 are applied to the incoming data
902 received from the actors, tools, input, etc. The attribute
specifications 904 may be similar to those listed in Table 1
above, such as aggregated attribute, real time attribute,
historical attribute, single time attribute, and highly impact-
ful attribute. The data is processed by modules 906 that
apply Al processing, e.g., according to predefined criteria, to
label the attribute data as positive, neutral, or negative.
Again, a neutral attribute can be altered to positive or
negative based on other attributes. The Al processing, as
well as the predefined criteria, can be of any type that would
become apparent to one skilled in the art after reading the
present disclosure. Moreover, preferably, each and every
piece of data corresponding to each attribute is labeled.
Examples of the predefined criteria are shown in FIG. 9.

Preferably, labels are added to each and every attribute by
the modules 906, and sent to a label processing module 908,
which elevates any drifts to the filter gate, as well as stores
the outcomes of the labeling in memory 910 for feedback.
The stored outcomes may be used later to determine whether
to label an outcome as a neutral, positive or negative.

FIG. 10 provides further details about the filter gate 714
and main gate 508 of FIG. 7. The goal is to avoid opening
the main gate 508 if the labeled attributes indicate that,
based on the data analyzed, the new code is likely problem-
atic. However, if the data is labeled as positive, the data can
go to the main gate 508.

The data from the buckets, now labeled as positive,
negative, or neutral, is input to the filter gate 714. In this
example, assume the developer characteristics attributes are
all labeled positive, but some of the change analysis attri-
butes are primarily labeled risk based, while the security
compliance attributes labeling is neutral on average.

In the filter gate 714, the attributes and labels are collected
in module 1002, and a check is made of the importance and
impactfulness of the attributes in module 1004. Because the
developer characteristic attributes have a positive label, they
are filtered out by module 1006. The positive attributes have
no impact on whether the gate is opened or closed in this
approach, so they can be safely filtered out by the filter gate
714 to reduce processing by the main gate 508. Recall that
the goal is to prevent the gate from opening if the new code
will create a problem upon deployment thereof. Therefore,
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the neutral, risk based and negative attributes are allowed to
pass for consideration by the main gate 508.

In the example, only the change analysis and security
compliance attributes impact whether the main gate opens,
so they are passed to the main gate 508, which decides
whether to release the new code for deployment.

In the main gate 508, a module 1008 checks if there is an
outcome having the same attributes with the same labels and
scenarios in the past, e.g., by querying a knowledge base
1010. If no past outcome is found, and the label is risk based
or negative, then the attribute is likely negative. See module
1012. If there is no past experience, module 1014 considers
the attribute negative and closes the gate, even if all other
attributes are labeled positively.

If a past outcome is found, the past outcome is retrieved
by module 1016, and if the past outcome is the only known
outcome, then the main gate moves forward with the aggre-
gated outcome in module 1018. If the label is positive, then
the main gate moves forward with the decision of the other
known outcome in module 1018. Likewise, in module 1014,
if a previous outcome was positive, even though the present
attribute is labeled negative, then the gate may be opened. If
the signal is positive, then the main gate proceeds with the
decision of the other known outcome in module 1020.

Based on these decisions for each bucket, the main gate
determines whether to promote the new code to deployment.
For example, if all of the buckets are associated with
positive labeling, then the gate can be immediately opened.

If some of the buckets have enough attributes labeled risk
based and/or neutral, the approach shown provides an
example of the analysis analytics that helps the main gate
decide whether to open the gate or not. For example, if the
overall label for one of the buckets is risk based, but based
on the past outcome, the risk is not severe enough as
determined according to the models used to assess the past
outcome, then the main gate can be opened.

Benefits and Practical Applications

There have thus been described systems and methods that
make continuous deployment of new code semi-gate free by
leveraging recommendations from learning from available
data that resides within project management tools.

The methodology presented herein significantly reduces
the time between submitting a code change request and
promotion of the new code for deployment. For example, by
leveraging intelligence derived from within the development
system, the human gatekeeping process can be eliminated
for some code change requests based on a high confidence
score. Accordingly, the inherent delays of such human
gatekeeping process are avoided. In other cases where the
confidence score is lower because the risks are higher, the
normal process can be used, e.g., a production team per-
forms a gatekeeping process to assess the new code prior to
promotion.

The methodology presented herein, in some approaches,
assesses the developer confidence on issues assigned, test
adequacy, and quality in order to derive a confidence score
at various stages of the development pipeline in order to
compute the larger code promotion confidence score and
enable production deployment with the extended associa-
tion.

In various approaches, the methodology presented herein
does not simply analyze the code quality, but it also deter-
mines the best recommended maintenance window to pro-
mote the code, factoring the health of the system and
developer availability. This in turn improves the outcome of
the deployment of the new code, especially if there is a
problem with the new code.
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It will be clear that the various features of the foregoing
systems and/or methodologies may be combined in any way,
creating a plurality of combinations from the descriptions
presented above.

It will be further appreciated that various aspects the
present invention may be provided in the form of a service
deployed on behalf of a customer to offer service on
demand.

The descriptions of the various aspects of the present
invention have been presented for purposes of illustration,
but are not intended to be exhaustive or limited to the aspects
and approaches disclosed. Many modifications and varia-
tions will be apparent to those of ordinary skill in the art
without departing from the scope and spirit of the described
aspects. The terminology used herein was chosen to best
explain the principles of the aspects and approaches, the
practical application or technical improvement over tech-
nologies found in the marketplace, or to enable others of
ordinary skill in the art to understand the aspects disclosed
herein.

What is claimed is:
1. A computer-implemented method, comprising:
in response to receiving a code change request to merge
new code with existing code, collecting data existing in
a development system that relates to the code change
request, wherein the collecting includes collecting a
plurality of developer information factors characteriz-
ing a developer of the new code, a plurality of devel-
oper availability factors characterizing an availability
of the developer, and a plurality of environment health
analysis factors characterizing a health of a production
environment of the existing code, wherein the factors
included labeled data;
computing factors from the collected data for assessing a
risk of promoting the new code, wherein the computing
includes labeling at least: a subset of the plurality of
developer information factors characterizing the devel-
oper of the new code, a subset of the plurality of
developer availability factors characterizing the avail-
ability of the developer, and a subset of the plurality of
environment health analysis factors characterizing the
health of the production environment of the existing
code, as having an impact on a confidence score for
promoting the new code, wherein the remaining plu-
rality of developer information factors, the remaining
developer availability factors and the remaining envi-
ronment health analysis factors are labeled as having no
impact on the confidence score;
subsequent to the computing, filtering out a subset of the
labeled factors that have a label indicating an item has
no impact on the confidence score;
for the labeled factors that have an impact on the confi-
dence score, processing the factors to compute the
confidence score for the code change request;
in response to the confidence score being in a first
predefined range, promoting the new code correspond-
ing to the code change request for merging with the
existing code, wherein the promoting includes:
selecting a timing for the automatic promotion of the
new code based at least in part on labeled factors;
and
automatically promoting the new code corresponding
to the code change request for merging with the
existing code during the selected timing.
2. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein selecting the timing for promoting the new code is
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based at least in part on labeled factors corresponding to the
developer availability factor and the environment health
analysis factor.
3. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein the factors further include a change analysis factor
characterizing the new code and a type of change requested
in the code change request.
4. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein the factors further include a test result analysis
factor characterizing results of regression testing on the new
code.
5. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein the factors further include a security scan and
compliance analysis factor characterizing results of a secu-
rity scan and compliance analysis indicating a probability
that deployment of the new code would create a security
vulnerability and/or a compliance issue.
6. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein the collected data includes data corresponding to a
previous code change request.
7. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein the new code is promoted to only one particular
geographical area for a predetermined period of time before
promotion to other geographical areas.
8. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein the labeled data that have a positive label are filtered
out by the filter gate and thereby not used in the computation
of the confidence score.
9. A computer program product, the computer program
product comprising a computer readable storage medium
having program instructions embodied therewith, the pro-
gram instructions executable by a computer to cause the
computer to:
collect, by the computer, data existing in a development
system that relates to a code change request to merge
new code with existing code in response to receiving
the code change request, wherein the collecting
includes collecting a plurality of developer information
factors characterizing a developer on the new code, a
plurality of developer availability factors characteriz-
ing an availability of the developer, and a plurality of
environment health analysis factors characterizing a
health of a production environment of the existing
code, wherein the factors include labeled data;

compute, by the computer, factors from the collected data
for assessing a risk of promoting the new code, wherein
the computing includes labeling at least: a subset of the
plurality of developer information factors characteriz-
ing the developer of the new code, a subset of the
plurality of developer availability factors characteriz-
ing the availability of the developer, and a subset of the
plurality of environment health analysis factors char-
acterizing the health of the production environment of
the existing code, as having an impact on a confidence
score for promoting the new code, wherein the remain-
ing plurality of developer information factors, the
remaining developer availability factors and the
remaining environment health analysis factors are
labeled as having no impact on the confidence score;

subsequent to the compute, filter out a subset of the
labeled factors that have a level indicating an item has
no impact on the confidence score;

for the labeled factors that have an impact on the confi-

dence score, process, by the computer, the factors to
compute the confidence score for the code change
request;
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promote, by the computer, the new code corresponding to
the code change request for merging with the existing
code in response to the confidence score being in a first
predefined range, wherein the promote includes:

select a timing for the automatic promotion of the new
code based at least in part on labeled factors; and

automatically promote the new code corresponding to the
code change request for merging with the existing code
during the selected timing.

10. The computer program product of claim 9, further
comprising program instructions executable by a computer
to cause the computer to select the timing for promoting the
new code based at least in part on labeled factors corre-
sponding to the developer availability factor and the envi-
ronment health analysis factor, in response to deciding to
promote the new code.

11. The computer program product of claim 9, wherein the
factors further include a change analysis factor characteriz-
ing the new code and a type of change requested in the code
change request.

12. The computer program product of claim 9, wherein
the factors further include a test result analysis factor char-
acterizing results of regression testing on the new code.

13. The computer program product of claim 9, wherein
the factors further include a security scan and compliance
analysis factor characterizing results of a security scan and
compliance analysis indicating a probability that deploy-
ment of the new code would create a security vulnerability
and/or a compliance issue.

14. The computer program product of claim 9, wherein
the collected data includes data corresponding to a previous
code change request.

15. The computer program product of claim 9, wherein
the new code is promoted to only one particular geographi-
cal area for a predetermined period of time before promotion
to other geographical areas.

16. A system, comprising:

a hardware processor; and logic integrated with the pro-
cessor, executable by the processor, or integrated with
and executable by the processor, the logic being con-
figured to:

collect data existing in a development system that relates
to a code change request to merge new code with
existing code in response to receiving the code change
request, wherein the collecting includes collecting a
plurality of developer information factors characteriz-
ing a developer on the new code, a plurality of devel-
oper availability factors characterizing an availability
of the developer, and a plurality of environment health
analysis factors characterizing a health of a production
environment of the existing code, wherein the factors
include labeled data;

compute factors from the collected data for assessing a
risk of promoting the new code, wherein the computing
includes labeling at least: a subset of the plurality of
developer information factors characterizing the devel-
oper of the new code, a subset of the plurality of
developer availability factors characterizing the avail-
ability of the developer, and a subset of the plurality of
environment health analysis factors characterizing the
health of the production environment of the existing
code, as having an impact on a confidence score for
promoting the new code, wherein the remaining plu-
rality of developer information factors, the remaining
developer availability factors and the remaining envi-
ronment health analysis factors are labeled as having no
impact on the confidence score;



US 12,182,567 B2

23

subsequent to the compute, filter out a subset of the
labeled factors that have a level indicating an item has
no impact on the confidence score;

for the labeled factors that have an impact on the confi-

dence score, process the factors to compute the confi-
dence score for the code change request;

promote the new code corresponding to the code change

request for merging with the existing code in response
to the confidence score being in a first predefined range,
wherein the promote includes:
select a timing for the automatic promotion of the new
code based at least in part on labeled factors; and

automatically promote the new code corresponding to the
code change request for merging with the existing code
during the selected timing.

17. The system of claim 16, wherein the factors further
include a change analysis factor characterizing the new code
and a type of change requested in the code change request,
a test result analysis factor characterizing results of regres-
sion testing on the new code, a security scan, and compli-
ance analysis factor characterizing results of a security scan
and compliance analysis indicating a probability that
deployment of the new code would create a security vul-
nerability and/or a compliance issue.

18. The system of claim 16, wherein the new code is
promoted to only one particular geographical area for a
predetermined period of time before promotion to other
geographical areas.
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